
































るとは、想像することすらできない。(Hannah Arendt, “Zionism Reconsidered”.)
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いて生ずる恒常的な衝突に置き換えられる危険にさらされた」（Arendt, 1968., p. 230.）
ことに関係している。当時の国民国家が暴力手段と権力手段とを集中させて分裂の回










る「民族上の外国人」と ｢ 国家にとっての外国人 ｣との区別の不在である。西欧型ナ
ショナリズムにおいては、あくまでも国家機構によって法的に保証される要件こそが
民族の成員たる要件であった。そして、この要件を満たす者に国家が同権を保証した












アレントはこの東欧型ナショナリズムの属人的主張を ｢ 根無し草 ｣的と評した。彼
女によればこの ｢ 根無し草 ｣（rootlessness）的性格は ｢ 拡大された種族意識 ｣（enlarged 





























他の犠牲の上においてのみである」（Arendt, 1968., p. 236.）ことを学んでいた。同時
に、このような状況は「全ての成員が相互に依存し合う感覚に基づく新たな関係性」
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This paper discusses Hannah Arendt’s argument of two types of nationalism 
in “The Origins of Totalitarianism”.  In the book, she shows us the history of 
“decline of the nation-state system” from the 18th century to the 20th century. 
At the end of the historical process the totalitarian regime, which has tribal-
national ideology and is extremely hostile to the liberal nation-state system, had 
developed.  This means nationalism was the fundamental logic to understand 
the actual political condition and to make a new political body in the era. 
Furthermore it can be stated that each adverse political system was under the 
influence of National thought.
Of course, nationalism is not only the logic of the era.  It still has power and 
prevails on people to exclusivism.  This means that it is necessary for our peace-
keeping activities to understand the logic of nationalism.
Three issues are discussed in the paper in order to apprehend the logic 
and the characteristicistic of nationalism.  The first is to show the contrast 
between Western and Eastern nationalism, which Arendt argued.  The second 
is to reconstruct the relationship between nationalism and nation-state system. 
The last is to inquire about the critique of the dichotomy of the two forms of 
nationalism, the dichotomy Arendt accorded. 
The dichotomy of nationalism is not Arendt’s original.  It is rather a normal 
category for the study of nationalism.  Yet, her argument clearly illustrates their 
contrast and makes us understand their historical background, which helps us 
classify them and grasp their characteristics.  Western nationalism has liberal 
characteristics and is compatible to liberal nation-state system.  On the other 
162
hand, Eastern nationalism has ethnocentric characteristics and shows exclusivism 
to other national groups based on the pseudo-theology.
The reconstruction of relationship between nationalism and nation-
state system is necessary to understood the logic and the function of 
Western nationalism.  In the meantime, the reconstruction shows us other 
characteristicistic of Western nationalism, such as exclusivism and conformism. 
Of course, it has fewer tendencies to exclusivism than Eastern nationalism. 
However, exclusivism is required when Western nationalism functions in the 
nation-state system.
The critique of the dichotomy of two forms of nationalism is that the 
dichotomy has a particular tendency to place the blame of exclusivism only 
onto Eastern nationalism.  The dichotomy implies that Western nationalism has 
universal characteristic and it appraises human rights, which are found in western 
political philosophy.  The critic claims that such a statement is the very evidence 
that proves the characteristicistic of exclusivism in Western nationalism.
The purpose of this paper is to look for a way to emerge from both 
exclusivism and conformism, which nationalism owns.  In order to achieve 
that goal, the discussion focuses on two historical character of nationalism; 
actual historical backgrounds and arbitral discursive narratives.  Nationalism 
has the tendency to use historical narratives to demonstrate its legitimacy such 
as eurocentric thought.  However, it must be criticized from the two points as 
follows in order to create fair conditions for every person and ethnic group. One 
is to preserve historical fact from national distortion.  The other is to clarify the 
essential claim of nationalism.  The fair conditions are the key concept of this 
examination with Arendt concerning the logic of nationalism .  
